Abstract
Up until now, the literature has not done much to answer these questions. To begin with, the difference between Europeanization and European integration is not always clear. Most authors suggest they are connected, and do not explain how empirically one should go about this connection, especially in terms of selecting research design approaches: shall we start from a design on European integration and then zoom on Europeanization? Or look at long periods of time to capture the interplay between the two? Secondly, the reviews available on the subject are concerned with the nature of Europeanization, its mechanisms and outcomes (Börzel & Risse, 2003; Caporaso, 2007; Lenschow, 2005; Olsen, 2002; Radaelli, 2003) . Other studies are more concerned with issues of change in domestic institutions, actors, procedures and paradigms (Börzel, 2005; Bulmer & Radaelli, 2005; Kassim, 2005; Ladrech, 2005; Lenschow, 2005) or with the impact of the EU on new member states or beyond Europe (Schimmelfennig, 2007; Sedelmeier, 2006) . However, they do not address issues of research design. One exception is Graziano and Vink (2007) where issues of methods are explicitly addressed. Methodological discussions, even whey they exist, are not related to the systematic exploration of a sample of the literaturethis is exactly what we set out to present in this paper. Franchino (2005) provides a useful start for this type of analysis, nonetheless, in this article we move on from his concern with testing theories in European integration articles and look at the nature of causality within a sample of articles on Europeanization.
As mentioned, we take a research design perspective, looking at causal analysis-as defined by Mahoney and Goetz (2006: 228-229) . We revisit the debate on causality, concept formation and methods that has emerged somewhat endogenously in the Europeanization literature in the first Section. We present the concept of trade-offs in causal analysis in mainstream political science in the second Section. We then build a sample of the Europeanization literature in the third Section and examine how it relates to some fundamental issues in research design, and compare findings with a second control sample drawn from the broader literature on the politics of European integration. The last Section compares and concludes. * * *
Meta-analysis and systematic reviews
Whilst Franchino (2005) has looked at content and hypothesis-testing, in this article we focus on method. Meta-analysis is an obvious candidate for this type of analysis. We analyze a sample of Europeanization articles and use a control group of highly cited articles in the more general field of European integration.
We wish to clarify at the outset what we are not doing in this paper. First, we do not examine non-causal approaches. Second, we do not examine the whole literature on Europeanization but only a sample including the most cited pieces. The sample is limited to articles -monographs, edited volumes and individual book chapters are neglected. Third, we do not study a large sample and we have not controlled for the robustness of our results. Finally, we are limiting our analysis to political science research on Europeanization without crossing into other related fields (e.g. environmental studies, industrial relations, socio-legal studies, the sociology of European integration and so on).
Meta-analysis is a form of extracting patterns in the findings of a selected set of studies. Systematic reviews are interrogations of samples of literature with a specific question in mind. According to Lipsey and Wilson (2001) , meta-analysis can be understood as a form of survey research in which research reports are surveyed rather than people (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001: 1-11) . Since meta-analysis becomes essentially a survey, it is necessary to develop a coding form or a so-called survey protocol. Researchers build up a set of criteria against which the research is appraised. The next step is the creation of the sample of research reports. Each study in the sample is so-to-speak interviewed by a coder (in this case, the authors of this paper), who codes the appropriate information. Finally, the resulting data are analyzed on a statistical basis, to investigate and describe the pattern of findings in the selected set of studies (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001: 73-88, 146-167) . Meta-analysis cannot be performed to summarize theoretical papers, conventional research reviews, policy proposals and other reports of similar nature. We stick to this template, although we do not go beyond basic statistics, given that our samples are small. In essence, our approach is a systematic review informed by the rules (of inclusion and exclusion) of meta-analysis.
Europeanization research: from concepts to research design
In this Section we look at how Europeanization has encountered issues of research design. This encounter has been triggered by the long debate on definitional issues (Graziano & Vink, 2007; Olsen, 1995a Olsen, , 1995b Radaelli, 2003) . In fact, definitions bring in the question of concept formation, and in turn concepts lead to research design decisions about measurement (Radaelli & Pasquier, 2007) .
In this discussion of the concept, Europeanization appears to be a very complex phenomenon in terms of research design. Börzel and Risse (2003) focus on the domestic impact of Europeanization, differentiating three dimensions of analysis of domestic change in terms of policies, politics and polity. Methodologically, they suggest a theoretical framework around the issue of 'goodness of fit' arguing that "the lower the compatibility between European and domestic processes, policies, and institutions, the higher the adaptational pressure" (Börzel & Risse, 2003: 61) .
Research design -they argue -can either be organized around social constructivist propositions or test more rational choice arguments. Since empirically there is no neat separation between the logic of appropriateness and the logic of choice, the question remains what should a researcher test exactly, and on the basis of what type of research design? Radaelli (2003) proposes a time-sensitive definition that boils down to the idea that Europeanization is a process, not an outcome. In terms of research design, this invites a choice for process-tracing and Piersonian notions of causality.
This definition has also been used to discuss two types of research design, called topdown and bottom-up.
In top-down models (Caporaso, 2007) , empirical research starts from the presence of integration, controls the level of fit/misfit of the EU-level policy vis-à-vis the member states, and then explains the presence or absence of domestic change. The model is recursive, i.e. there are no exogenous variables. Technically, this model can be represented by a system of linear equations that are solved simultaneously. It allows for a wide range of intervening variables or mediating factors, as shown by Schmidt (2002) . The bottom-up research design exogeneizes the EU level (Radaelli, 2003; Radaelli & Pasquier, 2007) . It starts from the set of actors, ideas, problems, rules, styles and outcomes at the domestic level at time zero -in short, the policy system at a given time. Then it process-traces the system over the years, and identifies the critical junctures or turning points -e.g., when major ideational change takes place, or the constellation of dominant actors is altered. For each juncture, the question becomes: was the cause of this major change domestic, or did the change come from exogenous variables like the EU-level variables or global-level variables?
In order to assess the contribution of the variables from outside the domestic system, the researcher goes "up" -from the domestic level to the EU for example and controls the causal patterns. There is a similarity with backward mapping in implementation research -a strategy in which we start from the implementation outcome and work causality backwards (Elmore, 1982 (Elmore, /1999 . Within this discussion on causality and how to draw inferences from empirical evidence, some authors have also made progress in identifying typologies of mechanisms (Knill & Lehmkuhl, 2002) and outcome (Héritier, Kerwer, Knill, Lehmkuhl, & Teutsch, 2001 ). Schmidt (2002) has made a distinction between the mechanisms involving structural variables and the special ways in which discourse has a causal impact on Europeanization and may transform structural variables. She shows how discourse can change preferences, remodel policy problems, and enable or constrain actors, without exercising a direct causal effect on them. To illustrate, discourse can produce change "by altering perceptions of economic vulnerabilities and policy legacies and thereby enhance political institutional capacity to impose or negotiate change" (Schmidt, 2002: 899-900 ). This brings the whole discussion of how to go about research design to a more sophisticated level, as shown by Schmidt's further work on discursive institutionalism (Schmidt, 2006) .
Finally, yet another strand of the literature on Europeanization focuses on the complexity of causal chains in the context of temporal sequences connecting major EU policies, like Economic and Monetary Union, to domestic changes Dyson (2000: 646-647; . Most of Dyson's research is concerned with the problem of prejudging the role of European policies. In his carefully designed collection of case studies on EMU and domestic changes, Dyson and his associates show how previous work on EMU exaggerated the influence of the EU in domestic political change (Dyson, 2002) . Recent work by Stolfi (2008) shows how the notion of the EU as external constraint bringing about domestic change has obfuscated the more important role of domestic policy communities. Interestingly, Stolfi uses the bottom-up research design to substantiate his theoretical claims, thus connecting the methodological discussion with empirical analysis.
Finally, other authors have entered the debate on research design by using the notion of control group. The question is simple: even if n EU member states are experiencing change, it well may be that k countries outside the EU are also going through the same process of change -for example because they are all part of a global process of diffusion. Saurugger (2005) in her study of interest groups in the EU introduces a test variable studying the activities of such actors outside the European Union. Levi-Faur (2004) in his study of the liberalization of the telecom and electricity industries in the EU measures the net impact of Europeanization as compared to other factors like globalization trends by considering a Latin-American and a rich and developed countries control group.
To conclude, there is awareness of research design issues in Europeanization. This is a sui generis approach to a much wider debate on research design that has occupied mainstream political scientists for quite a while, especially since the publication of the landmark book Designing Social Inquiry by King, Keohane and Verba (1994) . It is to this debate that we now turn, in order to select the major tradeoffs in causal analysis to be used in our meta-analysis.
Trade-offs in causal analysis
In his influential book The Comparative Method (1987), Ragin comments that "social science methodology does not concern mere technique; it concerns the relationship between thinking and researching" (C. Ragin, 1987: 165) . For us at least, the issue at stake in causal analysis is not qualitative versus quantitative methods; it is not a matter of black and white answers to research designs problems. We therefore follow Brady and Collier's Rethinking Social Inquiry (2004) (Brady, Collier, & Seawright, 2006) calls for a merged type of research design that draws from both quantitative and qualitative traditions of social science methods to reach the shared 'overarching goal of producing valid descriptive and causal inferences' (Mahoney & Goertz, 2006: 228) . Nevertheless, the application of methods entails significant trade-offs in causal analysis (Brady & Collier, 2004) . These tradeoffs provide the benchmark for evaluation and criteria-based approaches (Gerring, 2001 ).
In applying the gist of this discussion to Europeanization, we start from the identification of trade-offs. We then examine trade-offs in a sample of highly-cited articles on Europeanization, and consider a sample of equal size from the wider literature on EU politics as our control group. For the purposes of this paper, the following six categories of trade-offs in causal analysis have been identified. Drawing on the Europeanization sui generis methods debate reviewed in the previous Section, we add a seventh category (top-down versus bottom-up design). As the seventh category is specific to Europeanization, we do not use it for the control group. The six trade-offs are:
(1) 'Cause of effects' versus 'effects of causes' approach; (Mahoney & Goertz, 2006: 230) . We think that there is no reason to assume a stark contrast between qualitative and quantitative cultures -otherwise we might as well have a single trade-off between qualitative and quantitative approaches rather than six. Hence in this paper 'cause of effects' refers to articles that start with a dependent variable in terms of outcomes -for example constrained policy autonomy-and investigate the possible cause, be it global economic interdependence or European integration. 'Effects of causes' is typical of studies that are interested in tracking down how a specific cause, for example European integration, has different effects (for example on domestic politics and policy).
Concept formation versus measurement:
The choice of research design incorporates a second goal regarding descriptive inferences-more specifically regarding their generalization, simplicity and meticulousness in conceptualization and measurement (Brady & Collier, 2004: 222) . Central to this goal lays a critical tradeoff between concept formation and measurement. Simply put, this trade-off opts for either theory testing or theory building. One can of course envisage a sequence from concept formation to measurement in the development of a research field. For the individual researcher, however, the problem is whether to prioritize concept formation or to develop measures. In turns, concept validity, if not adequately addressed, is a major source of measurement error (Mahoney & Goertz, 2006: 244) . Conceptual stretching crops up in the Europeanization literature as well (Radaelli, 2003) . Like in the previous trade-off, we do not make the ex-ante assumption that qualitative researchers work on concepts and quantitative researchers privilege measurement. We will see later that indeed there are cases in which quantitative analysis is used to perfect a concept, and cases in which a qualitative study is used to answer a question of measurement, with no sophisticated approach to concept formation.
Complex causation versus singular linear causation: Yet again, in our view
this is not a trade-off between qualitative and quantitative research culture. For the purposes of our scoring, we include in complex causation non-linear econometric models, such as structural model equations, multiple conjunctural causation, qualitative comparative analysis, equifinality, increasing returns, punctuated equilibria and models where the causal logic changes before and after a threshold level of a variable (Hall, 2003; Pierson, 2004; C. Ragin, 1987; C. C. Ragin, 2000) .
The concept is typically applied to research designs with a small-N sample as it refers to the explanation of a particular outcome rather than the generalization of average causal effects. Singular linear causation designs establish which independent variables in a vector x = [x 1 , x 2 , …, x n ] have a causal impact on the dependent variable.
Omitted variables bias versus multi-collinearity:
This is a trade-off between trying to reduce bias generated by neglecting of some important variables and bias arising out of the correlation between independent variables. The more one includes independent variables in the explanation, the higher the likelihood of multicollinearity problems -e.g., two or more explanatory variables are correlated to such a degree that it is impossible to separate their causal effects (King et al., 1994: 119) .
This issue can be addressed by collecting additional observations to provide more leverage in the differentiation of the causal effects (King et al., 1994: 123) . However, according to Brady and Collier (2004: 48) , increasing the number of observations "make[s] it harder to achieve other important goals, such as maintaining independence of observations, measurement validity and causal homogeneity." As mentioned, we operationalize this trade-off as one between parsimony (the obvious way to avoid multi-collinearity) and rich explanation (the intuitive way to avoid omitted variables bias).
Time as quantity of years versus time as a qualitative factor:
Here what matters is the consideration of time as a factor that can qualitatively affect politics.
The reference is to the discussion on temporality in politics (Goetz, 2006; Pierson, 1996 Pierson, , 2004 . The trade-off is at the level of initial assumptions. Do we start from hypotheses about slow, complex causal chains of events through time, or from more basic assumptions? The choice is between sophisticated approaches to time that are however difficult to model, and simple assumptions about 'time as number of years' that are amenable to a variety of models. Most political science research designs are based on short-term cause and short-term outcome. Thus, they are by and large representing a snapshot of an actual process or outcome for a given brief time span. Pierson (2004: 81) argues that "most political processes are necessarily best understood by invoking accounts with this kind of temporal structure" but in other cases there is the need "to extend our temporal field of vision to consider social dynamics […] over extended periods of time." Certain processes are slow-moving and have long-term outcomes that if taken at a snapshot may affect the integrity of the research. We operationalize this trade-off by separating articles that consider qualitative effects of time from articles that treat time as quantity (number of years).
We also have a residual category of articles that are a-temporal; hence they do not deal with time at all.
Mechanism-oriented versus variable-oriented design:
The differentiation between mechanism-versus variable-oriented does not necessarily present a trade-off.
It is more an issue of prioritizing one or the other. Jon Elster (1989) argues that a fact is 'a temporal snapshot of a stream of events or a pile of such snapshots' and-for the social sciences-'the elementary events are individual actions' (Elster, 1989: 3) . The relation that develops between a set of facts and a set of events is essential to the explanation of a specific event, as the elucidation of why an event occurred can be achieved by 'citing an earlier event as the cause of the event we want to explain, together with some account of the causal mechanism connecting the two events' (Elster, 1989: 3) . The following illustration shows the link between variables (facts and events) and the path the links one to another (mechanisms):
Graph 1: variables and mechanisms.
The trade-off lies in the distinction between laws and mechanisms. Variableoriented designs -it has been argued -tend to reflect correlation (C. Ragin, 1987: 166), whereas mechanism-oriented designs have a propensity towards causation.
Concentrating on variables -the argument goes on -risks downplaying the role of mechanisms in causal analysis. On the other hand, mechanism-oriented research designs are in danger of neglecting the necessary and sufficient conditions under which these mechanisms are triggered.
Top-down versus bottom-up approach:
This is only pertinent to the study of Europeanization because it refers specifically to the orientation of the process itself.
We explained it in the previous Section.
Constructing of the samples and findings
We compiled a first sample on the literature on Europeanization based on the Social Science Citation Index (search on 'Europeani$ation' AND 'Politics '; period 1997-2007) , from which we extracted the most frequently cited articles of the discipline ( articles are much more diverse, with several articles on the substance of law-making and voting in the EU institutions, public opinion, and identity, as well as public policy and modes of governance. around a narrow group of journals. The control group refers to a more diverse set of journals. Fig. 1 portrays citations by year of publication -it shows that 21 of the 32
Europeanization articles were published in three years (2000, 2001, and 2002) . The pattern for the control group is more even. In both cases, it takes some five-six years to an article to gain a high number of citations.
We created a scorecard which included the six trade-offs -plus the trade-off specific to Europeanization studies only for sample A. Each trade off was split into three categories. If an observation was in accordance with one of the two options of the trade-off it was marked with the value "1", otherwise it was marked with "0".
Observations that fell under the "not applicable" option were marked with a "-1"
value, although in the data analysis the category was not considered as a 'missing case'. In terms of scoring the actual sample, upon construction of the survey protocol, we employed ourselves as the two coders and utilized inter-coder reliability. Intercoder reliability may not increase the validity of the actual scoring in a sample size similar to ones of this exercise, but it increases transparency and congruence (Krippendorf, 2004) . We scored the articles once for a pilot exercise (to test our criteria and definitions on the road), then we refined our criteria and scored a second time, in April-May 2008.
As mentioned, the first issue we address is about the overall awareness of research design issues in the Europeanization literature. When we started coding, it turned out that most of the articles do not show awareness of the methodological trade-offs mentioned above. The authors do not have explicit Sections on research design; neither do they discuss whether they are more likely to have a problem of multi-collinearity or a problem of omitted variables bias. In consequence, we had to extrapolate the choice made by the author in terms of research design by carefully considering the empirical evidence. We used the empirical analysis presented in the articles as "revealed preference" of the methodological choices made by the authors.
To defend this choice, we argue that no matter how much an author is aware of a methodological trade-off, in order to perform analysis she must have made some implicit choice.
The same problem applies to the control group of European integration articles: it is hard to detect an interest in causal analysis and trade-offs and an acknowledgement of the methodological issues at stake in most of the papers. In this respect, Europeanization and the wider category of European integration have the same features. In some cases, however, the trade-offs are genuinely not applicable to the study in question 0 hence a value of -1.
Turning to findings, table 6 compares the results for sample A (that is, Europeanization) and sample B (our control group). Tables 7 and 8 show the correlation between the trade-offs. Following the argument of Mahoney and Goertz that all trade-offs reflect a major fracture between qualitative versus quantitative, one would expect strong correlation between the six trade-offs (the seventh trade-off used in the Europeanization sample is not interesting in this respect). However, the correlation matrices in tables 8 and 9 do not support this argument. Tables 9 and 10 provide the more fine-grained information used to compile the summative results of between concept and measurement, we expected to find Europeanization articles more interested in developing the concept rather than measurement, and the opposite for the control group. This is because the field of Europeanization is relatively new. Hencewe reasoned -researchers will spend more time in discussing their concepts. In addition, the review articles on Europeanization (Lenschow, 2005; Olsen, 2002; Radaelli, 2003) suggest that definitional issues and concept formation have somewhat been prominent. The highly-cited articles, by contrast, seem to suggest that there is a preference for measurement. This characteristic features also in the control group.
On the type of causation ( 
Concluding Remarks
In this paper, we have used basic meta-analysis to examine Europeanization.
This technique has been rarely used in this field, since previous work has been more interested in either discussing outcomes (that is, whether country A is Europeanized or not) or issues of research design at a fairly general level. With our approach, instead, we can connect the theoretical discussion to empirics, and provide a synthetic overview of what goes on in the field in terms of trade-offs in causal analysis.
We addressed three issues: what is the level of awareness of research design in
Europeanization? What are the methodological choices made by the scholars in this field? And finally, is there any original contribution that Europeanization can make to the research design debate?
The findings seem to suggest that awareness of research design issues is still low in the field of Europeanization. As coders, one of our major problems was to find out just how an author had gone about the trade-offs, since in most cases awareness of this type of choice was not evident. Hence in most cases we had to infer from the substantive parts of the article the choices made by the author in terms of causal analysis.
Europeanization scholars do not systematically prefer cause-of-effects analysis to effects-of-causes. Measurement features more prominently than conceptual development. Complex notions of causality prevail in the sample, but the difference is slight. On the trade-off between parsimony and rich set of variables, Europeanization highly-cited articles go for the latter. They are also engaged with time making qualitative impacts on politics and public policy. Finally, the design shows slight preference for mechanisms-oriented analysis.
To what extent are these features unique to Europeanization? Or do they reflect general patterns in the study of EU politics? The Europeanization sample does not seem to be majorly different from the control group in relation to four of the six trade-offs. However, the samples differ in their choice of mechanisms vs. variables and approach to time.
The methodological discussions within Europeanization have generated a few innovative ideas, such as the insights on mechanisms through which causality works; how to measure the net impact by looking at control groups and test cases from outside the EU; and the notion of bottom-up research design. However, the vast majority of scholars work with rather standard top-down designs. This debate will have to be re-connected to classic methodological debates in comparative politics and international relations -to mention one option, the second-image reversed.
Future work will have to establish if the trade-offs are independent or some of them are correlated. Our analysis suggests that they are not correlated and do not represent manifestations of a more fundamental fracture between quantitative methods and qualitative approaches. * * * 
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